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In the Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia. 


Hannah Jackson, Appellant, 

■m. 

Frank Bakjsr. 


No. 1388. 


a Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Hannah Jackson, Plaintiff,) 

vs. V No. 46394. At Law. 

Frank Baker, Defendant, j 

United States op America, 1 
District of Columbia, J ' 

Be it remembered, that in the supreme court of the District of 
Columbia, at the city of Washington, in said District, at the times 
hereinafter mentioned, the following papers were filed and proceed¬ 
ings had, in the above-entitled cause, to wit:— 

1 Declaration . 

Filed August 17,1903. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Hannah Jackson, Plaintiff,) 

vs. > At Law. No. 46394. 

Frank Baker, Defendant. J 

The plaintiff sues the defendant for that heretofore, to wit, on the 
eighteenth day of October 1902, at a certain place in the District of 
Columbia, to wit, the National Zoological park, the defendant had 
the custody and was the keeper of a certain wild beast of the wolf 
kind not the property of the plaintiff and thereupon on the day and 
year aforesaid the said wild beast escaped from the said custody and 
keeping of the defendant at the place aforesaid and at a certain 
other place in said District, to wit, the premises of the plaintiff, at¬ 
tacked one.Laura, the infant daughter of the plaintiff, whereupon 
the plaintiff, in saving and protecting the said Laura from the said 
beast, laid hold of the said beast with her hands, whereupon tbs 
said beast attacked, fought, bit, scratched and lacerated her, the 
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HANNAH JACKSON VS. FKANK BAKER. 


plaintifiP, and did and caused her great fright and bodily injury and 
harm and great fear, agony and distress of mind, and thereby the 
plaintiff became and was sick, sore, lame and disordered and men¬ 
tally distressed for a long time, to wit, ever since the said 1iime, duF- 
ing all of which said time the plaintiff thereby suffered and under¬ 
went great pains and anxiety, agony and distress of mind and is by 
means of the premises otherwise injured and damnified, wherefore 
she says that she is injured and has sustained damage to the 
2 amount of ten thousand dollars and therefore brings her suit 
and claims the said sum of ten thousand dollars. 

2. And the plaintiff sues the defendant for that heretofore, to wit, 
on the eighteenth day of October, 1902 in, to wit, the District of 
Columbia, the defendant had the custody and was the keeper of a 
certain other wild beast of the wolf kind and thereupon on the day 
and year aforesaid the said wild beast escaped from tne said custody 
and keeping of the defendant and in, to wit, the said District, at¬ 
tacked, fought, bit, scratched and lacerated the plaintiff and did 
and caused her great fright and bodily injury and harm and great 
fear, agou}' and distress of mind, and thereby the plaintiff became 
and was sick, sore, lame and disordered and mentally distressed for 
a long time, to wit, ever since the said time, during all of which 
time the plaintiff thereby suffered and underwent great pains and 
anxiety, agony and distress of mind and is by means of the premises 
otherwise injured and damnified, wherefore she says that she is in¬ 
jured and has sustained damage to the amout of ten thousand 
dollars and therefore brings her suit and claims the said sum of ten 
thousand dollars. 

W. 0. PEENTtSS, 
Attorney for Plaintiff. 


Notice to Plead. 

The defendant is to plead hereto on or before the twentieth day, 
exclusive of Sundays, and legal holidays, occurring after the day of 
the service hereof; otherwise judgment. 

W. 0. PEENTISS, 
Attorney for Plaintiff. 

3 Demurrer of Defendant. . , 

Filed September 17,1903. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Hannah Jackson'I . • 

vs. > No. 46394. At Law. 

Frank Baker. J 

The defendant says that the plaintiff’s declaration, and each count 
thereof, is bad in substance. • , 

MOEGAN H. BEACH, 

U. S. Attorney D. C., Attorney for D4enff.mt. 








SAfTNAH JACKSON VS. KKANK BAKKB. 3 

Among the matters of law intended to be argued in support of 
the-foregoing demurrer, is the following: 

That thore is no allegation of negligence on the* part of thO de^. 
fendant in keeping the wolf mentioned in the declaration and each 
count thereof. 


Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Friday, October 23,1903. 

Session resumed pursuant to adjournment, Mr. Justice Barnard 
presiding. 

Hannah Jackson, Plaintiff, 

V8. 

Frank Baker, Defendant. 

4 Upon hearing the demurrer of the defendant to the declara¬ 

tion, it is considered that said demurrer be, and hereby is, 
sustained. 

Order Allowing ISpeeial Appeal. ' 

Filed November 6,1903. 

Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia, , 

No. 172j Original Docket. October Term, 1903. 

J* 

Hannah Jackson, Petitioner, | 

vs. >Law. No. 46394. 

Frank Baker. I 

On consideration of the petition of Hannah Jackson for the 
allowance of a special appeal from an order of the supreme court 
of the District of Columbia, entered herein on the 23d day of Octo¬ 
ber, A. D. 1903, it is now here ordered by .the court, that said appeal 
be, and the same is hereby, allowed. 

Nov. 6,1903. . ■ ■ ■ 

By the court: 

Test: 

[seal.] ROBERT WILLETT, Clerk. 


\ At Law. No. 46394. 
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5 In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Hannah Jackson 
vs. 

Frank Baker. 

♦ 

The President of the United States to Prank Baker, Greeting: 

You are hereby cited and admonished to be and appear at a 
Court of Appeals of th,e District of Columbia, upon the docketing the 
cause therein, under and as directed by the rules of said court, pur¬ 
suant to an appeal allowed by the Court of Appeals of the District 
of Columbia, on the 6th day of November, 1903, wherein Hannah 
Jackson is appellant,, and you are appellee, to show cause, if any 
there be, why the judgment rendered against the said appellant, 
should not he corrected, and why speedy justice should not be done 
to the parties in that behalf. 

Witness the Honorable Harry M. Cla- 
Seal Supreme Court baugh, chief justice of the supreme court of 
of the District of the District of Columbia, this 23rd day of 
Columbia. November in the year of our Lord one thou¬ 

sand nine hundred and three. 

J. R. YOUNG, Clerk, 
By W. E. WILLIAMS, 

Ass’t Clerk. 

Service of the above citation accepted this 23^^. day of November, 
X0OS 

MORGAN H. BEACH, 

JESSE C. ADKINS, 

Attorneys for Appellee. 




At Law. No. 46394. 


6 Memorandum. 

V 

. November .23,1903.—Appeal bond filed. 
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. Order for Transcript on Appeal. 

Filed November 23,1903. 

In tlie Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, the 23rd Day ol 

November, 1903. 

Hannah Jackson) 

m. > At Law. No. 46394. 

Frank Baker. 1 

The clerk of said court will please prepare transcript of record on. 
appeal and include: 

Declaration; 

Demurrer; 

Order sustaining demurrer; 

Order allowing special appeal; 

Note of bond filed, and 
Citation on appeal. 

W. C. PRENTISS, 
Attorney for Plaintiff. 


7 Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

United States op America, 1 
District of Columbia, ) ‘ 

I, John R. Young, clerk of the supreme court of the District of 
Columbia, hereby certify the foregoing pages, numbered from 1 to 
6, inclusive, to be a true and correct transcript of the record, as 
per directions of counsel herein filed, copy of which is made part of 
this record, in cause No. 46,344, at law, wherein Hannah Jackson 
is plaintiff, and Frank Baker is defendant, as the same remains upon 
the files and of record in said court. 

In testimony whereof, I hereunto subscribe 
Seal 'Supreme Court my name and affix the seal of said court, at 
of the District of the city of Washington, in said District, this 
Columbia 28th day of December, A. D. 1903. 

JOHN R. YOUNG, Clerk 

Endorsed on cover: District of Columbia supreme court. No. 
1388. Hannah Jackson, appellant, vs, Frank Baker. Court of Ap¬ 
peals,. District of Columbia. Filed Dec. 31, 1903. Henry W, 
Hodges, clerk. 
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No. 1388. 

No. 14, Special Calendar. 

HANNAH JACKSON, Appellajit. 

vs. 

FRANK BAKER. 


BRIEF FOR APPELLANT. 


Statement of the Case. 

This is an action by the appellant against the defendant as 
the keeper of a wolf which escaped and injured the appellant. 

The first count alleges, under a videlicet, the National Zoo¬ 
logical Park as the place where the wolf was kept, while the 
second count merely alleges the keeping in the District of 
Columbia. Both counts, following the precedents in such 
case, allege the escape of the wolf and the injury to the plain- 
tiflf, without expressly averring negligence on the part of the 
defendant. 

The defendant demurred to both counts, assigning as cause 
the lack of allegation of negligence. 
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The court below sustained the demurrer and entered an 
order accordingly, from which this court allowed a special 
appeal. 

Assignment of Error. 

1. The court below erred in sustaining the demurrer to the 
declaration and each count thereof. 

2. The court below erred in holding that an allegation of 
negligence is necessary in either of the counts in the declara¬ 
tion. 

Argument. 

The court below took judicial notice of the fact that the 
defendant was superintendent of the National Zoological Park, 
a public institution, and that the wolf was in his custody and 
keeping as such public oflScer. 

The question arises whether the court can read these facts 
into either count of the declaration but, assuming for the sake 
of the argument, that the animal was in the custody of the 
defendant in his said official capacity, it is submitted that such 
an officer is subject to the same rules of liability, pleading and 
evidence as other keepers of wild beasts, vis., that if the 
animal escape and do harm, negligence on the part of the 
keeper is presumed and it is only necessary to allege and prove 
the keeping and the injury. 

I Hale P. C. 430 pt. I c. 33. 

Spring Co. v. Edgar, 99 U. S. 645. 

May V. Burdett, 9 Q. B. 100. 

Scribner v. Kelly, 38 Barb. 14, 16. 

The ruling of the court below is, in effect, that the escape 
of a wild beast from the custody of a public servant who is 
employed for the very purpose of securing the public from 
harm, must be presumed to be without'negligence on the part 
of such keeper. 

■We submit that the fact of the escape raises the presumption 





of negligence on the part of such keeper and casts the burden 
upon him of freeing himself from the imputatiom. 

It is not necessary to allege what the law will presume. 

Tyler^s Stephen on Pleading, 318. 

We submit that the order appealed from must be reversed 
« 

and the demurrer ordered overruled. 

WILI.IAM C. PRENTISS, 

Attor 7 iey for Appellant, 











JANUARY TERM, 1904. 


1388. 

JV'o. Special Calendar. 


HANNAH JACKSON, Appellant, 

V, 

PRANK BAKER. 


BRIEF FOR THE AFFELLEF^ 


STATEMENT. 


The National Zoological Park was established by sectipn 
4 of the act of Congress approved March 2, 1889 (chapter 
370„ 25 Stat., 808), which is as follows: 

■ “ For the establishment of a zoological park in the Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia, two hundred thousand dollars, to be ex¬ 
pended under and in accordance with, the provisions follow¬ 
ing; that is to say i • 

“ That in order to establish a zoological park in the Dis- 
triptpf (jolu.mbia, for the advancement of science and the 
instruction apd recreation of the people, a commission shall 
0e Appointed, composed of three persons, namely: the 
Secretary of the Interior, the President of the Board"of 
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Commissioners of the District of Columbia,-and the Secre? 
tary of the Smithsonian Institution, which shall be known 
and designated as the commission for the establishment of 
a zoological park.” 


The section then provides for the acquisition of the .neces¬ 
sary land, and that the title thereto, when acquired, shall be 
iu the United States. 

Provision for the organization, improvement, and main¬ 
tenance of the park was made by the act approved April 80, 
1890 (ch, 173, 26 Stat., 78; 2 Supp. R. S., 120), as follows: 


“ That one-half of the following sums named, respectively, 
is hereby appropriated out of any money in the Treasury, 
not otlierwise appropriated, and the other half out of tne 
revenues of the District of Columbia, for the organization, 
improvement and maintenance of the National Zoological 
Park, to be expended under the direction of the Regents of 
the Smithsonian Institution,' and to be drawn on their 
requisition and disbursed by the disbursing officer for said 
institution. ... 

“Sec. 2. That the National Zoological Park is hereby 
placed under the direction of the Regents of the Smithson¬ 
ian Institution, who are authorized to transfer to it any living 
specimens, whether of animals or plants, now or hereafter iu 
their charge, to accept gifts for the park at their discretion, 
in the name of the United States, to make exchanges of speci¬ 
mens, and to administer, the said Zoological Park for the ad¬ 
vancement of science and the instruction and recreation of 
the people. 

' “ Sec. 3. That the heads of executive departments of the 
Government are hereby authorized and directed to cause to 
be rendered all necessary and practicable aid to the said 
regents in the acquisition of collections for the Zoological 
Park.” 


act of March 3,1893 (27 Stat., 672; 2 Supp. R. S., 120); 
it is. provided: 

“A report in detail of the expenses oh account bf the 
National Zoological Park shall be made to Congress at the 
beginning of each regular session.” , ' . ■ 
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• By aot of March 3,1903(31 Stat., 1039), it is provided 

“ That facilities for study and research in the Government 
departments . . . the ZoSlogical Park . . . shall 
be afforded to scientific investigators . . . under such 
rules and restrictions as the heads of the departments and' 
bureaus mentioned may prescribe.” 

Since the establishment of the park annual appropria¬ 
tions have been made by Congress for its maintenance and 
improvement, but there seems to have been no substantive 
legislation on the subject other than that above set forth. 

The laws governing the Regents of the Smithsonian In¬ 
stitution, under whose direction the National Zoological 
Park is placed, are embodied title LXXIII of the Revised. 
Statutes of the United States (see 3 Compiled Statutes U. S., 
p. 3742), but it is unnecessary to quote them here. 

On November 23, 1893, the appellee. Dr. Baker, the de¬ 
fendant below, was by the Regents of the Smithsonian Insti¬ 
tution appointed superintendent of the said National. Zoo¬ 
logical Park, and has occupied that position ever since. Of 
this the court will take judicial notice. ; 

On August 17, 1903, the appellant filed his suit in the 
supreme court of the District of Columbia against the ap¬ 
pellee, claiming damages in the sum of ten thousand dol-,- 
lars. 

The first count of the declaration alleges that on October 
18,1902, at the National Zoological Park, in the District of. 
Columbia, the defendant (appellee) had the custody and was 
the keeper of a certain wild beast of the wolf kind, not the 
property of the plaintiff, and thereupon, on the day and' 
year aforesaid, the said wild beast escaped from the said 
custody and keeping of the defendant at the place aforesaid,' 
and at another place in said District attacked the infant 
daughter of plaintiff; whereupon the plaintiff, in endeavor¬ 
ing to protect her said daughter, was attacked and injured 
l^y the said wolf (Rec., 1). 
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The second count of the' declaration obvera the ^same '.al¬ 
leged injury, but is stated in. slightly different language 
(Rec.i 2). 

To the declaration, and each count thereof, the appellee 
denaurred, upon the ground that it did not allege that the 
escape of the wolf was due to its negligent keeping by the 
appellee (Rec., 2, 3). 

At the argument of the demurrer the court below judi¬ 
cially noticed that the defendant was the superintendent of 
the National Zoological Park, as above set forth, and that 
the wolf mentioned in the declaration was in his custody as- 
such public officer. 

The demurrer was sustained, and from that order a spe¬ 
cial appeal has been allowed by this court. 


ARGUMENT. 

The one point involved here is whether it is necessary ta 
allege in the declaration that the escape of the wolf was due 
to negligence in its keeping. 

It is argued by counsel for the appellant that no allega¬ 
tion of negligence on the part of appellee in allowing the 
wolf to escape is necessary, and reliance is placed on the de¬ 
cision of the Supreme Court in the case of Spring Company 
V. Edgar, 99 U. S., 645, where Mr. Justice Clifford says, at 
pages 651, 652: 

“ Animals ferse naturse, as a class, are known to be mis¬ 
chievous ; and the rule is well settled, that whoever under¬ 
takes to keep such an animal in places of public resort is or 
may be liable for the injuries inflicted by it on a party Who 
is not guilty of negligence, and is otherwise without fault. 

“ Compensation in such a case may be claimed of the 
owner or keeper for the injury; and it is an established rule 
of pleading that it is not necessary to aver negligence in the. 
o'wner or keeper, as the burden is upon the defendant to’ 
disprove that implied imputation. / Cases haVe'often arisen 





where no such averment was contained in the declaration, 
and the uniform, ruling has been -that-the omission'emistir 
tutes no valid objection to the right of recovery (May. 
Burdett, L. E., 9 Q. B., 99). 

“ Negligence was not alleged in that case. Trisil was had, 
and the verdict being for the plaintiff, the defendant moved' 
iu arrest of judgment that the declaration was bad for not 
alleging negligence or some default of the defendant in not- 
properly or securely keeping the animal. Attempt was made; 
by a very able counsel to support the motion, upon the 
ground that even if the declaration was true, still the injury 
might have been occasioned entirely by the carelessness and ‘ 
want of caution on the part of the plaiutiflp; but Lord Den-' 
man and bis associates overruled the motion in arrest, and 
decided that whoever keeps an animal accustomed to attack 
and injure mankind, with knowledge that it is so accus¬ 
tomed, is prima facie liable in an action on the case at the 
suit of the person attacked and injured, without any aver¬ 
ment of negligence or default in securing or taking care- of 
the animal; and the chief justice added, what it is impor¬ 
tant to observe, that the gist of the action is the keeping of 
the animal after knowledge of its mischievous propensities.” 

It is clear from this decision that the true ground upon 
which liability attaches to the keeper of a wild beast for an 
injury done by such animal is negligence. 

See— 

Briscoe v. Alfrey, 61 Ark., 196. 

Moss V. Pardridge, 9 Ill. App., 490,492. 

Hayes v. Smith, 62 Oh. St., 161,182. 

It is the view of the Supreme Court, however, that the 
escape of the animal and the committing of the injury make 
a prima fade case of negligence, and upon proof of those 
facts the burden is thrown upon the defendant to disprove 
that implied imputation. 

This is upon the theory that the ‘'gist of the adion is the 
keeping of the animal after knowledge of its mischievous prapen-^ - 
s?<ie3.” (Spring Coi v. Edgar, 99 U. S.,;652,653^6571). .. 
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. 'Admitting that the rule contended for by appellant here • 
is the correct one in an action against a private individual' 
for injuries committed by a wild beast belonging to or kept 
by such individual for his personal profit or pleasure, we 
submit that it does not apply to the case at bar. 

It appears in the declaration that the wolf, which it is 
alleged committed the injury complained of, escaped from 
the National Zoological Park (Rec., 1). 

This court will judicially notice that the appellee was 
superintendent of the said National Zoological Park at the 
time of the said alleged escape of the wolf. 

“ Courts will judicially recognize the political constitution 
or frame of their own government, its essential political 
agents or public officers, sharing in its regular administra¬ 
tion; and its essential and regular political operations, 
powers and action.” 

1 Greenleaf Ev. (16th ed.), sec. 6a. 

Rex V. Jones, 2 Camp., 131 (Lords of the Treasury).. 

Backus V. Simonds, 2 App. Cas. D. C., 297 (change in 
office of Commissioner of Patents). 

York V. Winans, 17 How., 30 (acting Commissioner of 
Patents). 

• • Bullock V. Wilson, 6 Porter (Ala.), 342 (United States. 
receiver of public money). ' 

Barton v. Hempkin, 19 La., 510 (chief clerk General 
Land Office). 

Bennett v. Tennessee, 8 Tenn., 133 (signature of Attor¬ 
ney General). 

Fox V. (iom., 81 Pa. St., 511 (alderman). 

Thompson Haskell, 21 111., 215 (sheriff). 

Keyset v. Hitz, 133 U. S., 138 (deputy Comptroller of 
the Currency). 

Hawkins v. Thomas, 3 Ind. App., 409 (population of 
city). 

f 

From the statutes establishing the National Zoological '• 
Park it appears that it is a national institution of the United 
States, created for the advancement of science and the in-- 
struction,and recreation of the people of the United States; 
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'and that animals and other specimens received into said 
park are received in the name of the United States by the 
Regents of the Smithsonian Institution, and are th6 prop* 
erty of the United States. 

The appellee is the superintendent of the said park, hut 
he has no authority to either refuse to receive an animal 
into the park or to dispose of one already there; it is his 
duty simply to receive and keep the animals committed to 
the park. 

. It cannot, therefore, be said that the gist of an action 
against the appellee for an injury done by an animal which 
has escaped from the park is the keying of such animal, for 
that is the lawful duty of the appellee. If, therefore, any 
action for such an injury can be brought against the ap¬ 
pellee, it must be based upon his actual negligence, by 
reason whereof the animal escaped, and such negligence 
must be averred in the declaration and proved bj' the plain¬ 
tiff. If this were not so, the appellee would be responsible 
for damages committed by any animal which had escaped 
from the park in any way—through accident, through act 
of God, or through the malfeasance of a subordinate of the 
appellee. 

In Borman v. Milwaukee (93 Wis., 525; 33 L. R. A., 652, 
653), a suit against the city of Milwaukee for an injury done 
by animals kept in the city zoo, for the establishment of 
which there does not seem to have been any statute, the 
court said: 

• “ Certainly it was not unlawful for the defendant, follow¬ 
ing the example of other metropolitan cities, to keep and 
maintain such animals in a proper enclosure.” 

The subject is discussed very briefly by Judge Cooley in 
his work on Torts, 348-350, 2d ed., 410-412, as follows: 



« 

'..., 
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' ‘ “ In JURtES BY Wild Beasts. —^Lord Hale says in riespecfc 
tp injuries by beasts that * these things seena to be agreeable 
to law: 

“ ‘ 1. If the owner have notice of the quality of his beast, 
and it doth anybody hurt, he is chargeable with an action 
for it. 

“ ‘ 2. Though he have no particular notice that he did any 
such thing before, yet if it be a beast that is ferse ncitursB, as 
a lion, a bear, a wolf, yea, an ape or a monkey, if he get 
loose and do harm to any person, the owner is liable to an 
action for the damage, and so I knew it adjudged in Andrew 
Baker’s case, whose child was bit by a monkey that broke 
its chain, and got loose. 

‘“3. And, therefore, in case of such a wild beast, or in case 
of a bull or cow that doth damage, where the owner knows 
of it, he must at his peril keep liim safe from doing hurt, 
for though he use his diligence to keep him up, if be escape 
and do harm the owner is liable to answer damages ’ (1 
Hale, P. C., pt. 1, c. 33). 

“If this doctrine is good law at this day, it must be be¬ 
cause the keeping of wild beasts accustomed to bite and 
worry mankind is unlawful. For, if the keeping of such 
beasts is not a wrong in itself, then no wrong can come from 
it until some wrongful circumstance intervenes; in other 
words, until there is negligence. 

“ In May v. Burdett, an action for an injury by the bite of 
a monkey was sustained, though no negligence was charged 
in the declaration (9 Q. B. N. S., 101). In Connecticut, this 
case has been cited as authority to the point that the keep¬ 
ing of a vicious dog,, after notice, of his evil disposition, is 
wrongful and at the peril of the owner, ‘ and, therefore, 
prima facie the owner is liable to any person injured by such 
a dog, without any averment or proof of negligence in se¬ 
curing or taking care of it’ (Woolf v. Chalker, 31 Conn., 121, 
130). 

“But, admitting thepnma/acte case, may not the keeper 
show that the animal was kept by him with due care and 
for some commendable purpose, and that he escaped under 
circumstances free from fault in him? The keeping of wild 
animals for many purposes has come to be recognized as 
proper and useful; they are exhibited through the country 
with the public license and approval; governments and 


/ 
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municipal corporations expend large sums in obtaining and 
providing for them; and the idea of legal wrong in keeping 
and exhibiting them is never indulged. It seems, therefore,, 
safe to say that the liability of the owner or keeper for any 
injury done by them to the person or property of others 
must rest on the doctrine of negligence. A very high degree 
of care is demanded of those who have them in charge, but 
if, notwithstanding such care, they are enabled to commit 
mischief, the case should be referred to the category of acci¬ 
dental injuries, for which a civil action will not lie.” 

“ (Noth.) —As to the law respecting the keeping of wild 
beasts, we should say that the higher cultivation of the in¬ 
tellect of the mass of the people, as compared with two or 
three centuries ago, and the recognition of wants in human 
nature then ignored, must have worked some changes, and 
that we must take up the common law of that period in 
this as in many other particulars more to locate accurately 
our point of departure than to fix definitely a stake to which 
we must tie and adhere. When wild animals are kept for 
some purpose recognized as not censurable, all we can de¬ 
mand of the keeper is that he shall take that superior pre¬ 
caution to prevent their doing mischief which their pro¬ 
pensities in that direction justly demand of him.” 

Approved in 18 American Law Register, 623. 

Quoted in Ingham, Law of Animals, 377, 378. 


We respectfully submit that the order appealed from 
should be affirmed. 


Morgan H. Beach, 

United States Attorney for the District of Columbia. 

Jesse C. Adkins, 
Assistant United States Attorney. 
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